sequence that we have been following." A bit too appropriately, one should think. On p. 89 this gossamer thread is stretched still further: "the theme that Oribasius had begun to sound ... had reached a crescendo." Oribasius again receives gratuitous credit on p. 77, for it was Galen, not he, who treated the rhetor afflicted with a voice impediment. Oribasius merely excerpted the, case.
The distinction between language and speech is well established (pp. 5-6), but it is hardly correct to say that this distinction was generally "confused" during the period. Rather, the traditional theories were based on the concept of logos, or word (in a very broad sense), 1980, 13-27. descending through increasingly exteriorized grades of expression. The distinction between language and speech is contained within this framework, and much more besides. The subject of logos was considered too philosophical to fall within the scope of the book (p. 40), but the fact that its omission led to such a misconception suggests that the scope was somewhat too narrow, since medicine and philosophy were intimately linked throughout the period, and since the author herself inevitably makes many statements of philosophical bearing. For the same reason the scant mention of St. Augustine is inadequate, given his central importance in the development of western theories of speech.
On p. 102, Critchley's failure to find "reference to speechlessness in the Kitdb al-Hawi or Continens of Rhazes" is noted, but not corrected. Rhazes does refer to speechlessness in terms of differential diagnosis, as well as to other speech impediments.5
On p. 163 one reads: "Unexplained and seemingly unexplored by Bernard [of Gordon] was the question why humidity was believed to occlude only the nerves of motion ... and not the nerves of sensation . . .". But Bernard did explain this: speech (an action) is more difficult and requires more energy than taste (a sense, therefore a passion), and so is more easily disrupted.6
Insofar as Dr. O'Neill aims to convince us of the existence of "a coherent body of thought about speech and its impairments" prior to 1600, she has succeeded. But the actual analysis of this thought, and particularly the general characterizations of its various stages, are less successful. Evidently the narrative approach was felt to be the best means of introducing the subject in palatable form -an idea which in itself has much merit. And a strictly chronological order seems to offer the most convenient possibilities for narrative development. But under the circumstances this approach seems to have virtually forced the imposition of a historical dynamic which refuses to arise naturally out of the material and is not about to do so without a great deal of further study. It is claimed, for example, that growing conflict between theology and natural philosophy/medicine affected views on speech during this period. This raises important questions, but the attempted demonstration is naive in the extreme, both historiographically and philosophically.
On the whole, chapters 8 and 9, covering the eleventh to fourteenth centuries, seem the most solid. Passages of narrative interest and valuable insight can be found throughout the book, such as the discussion of speech in Roman law (p. 83 f.), or the suggestion that the influence of the silent Cistercian orders might have fostered interest in non-verbal communication (p. 143 n. 44).
Dr. O'Neill, it must be admitted, set herself a difficult task in attempting to trace such a vast subject in such a short space and without benefit of a model. The result is a handbook of issues and sources containing a wealth of information, but less satisfactory in its general conclusions and in many points of factual detail. Despite its faults this book has a certain usefulness and obviously cannot be overlooked by anyone interested in the history of speech and its disorders. But it should be used judiciously. that very term was to contribute to his troubles) is copious but has rarely been objective. On the contrary, in most cases authors have given highly subjective, not to say violently partisan, accounts, covering the full range between the extremes of Baron's misguided adulation and Creighton's vituperative onslaught on both Jenner's character and his methods, which has recently been revived in a couple of volumes which might perhaps be described as a demographer's guide to Jenner-debunking. Now, hard on the heels of the global eradication of
